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OLL 84-3690/1
29 October 1984

Mr. Michael B. Callaham

Senior Analyst

International Security and
Commerce Program

Congress of the United States

Office of Technology Assessment

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Callaham:

I am writing in response to your letter of 27 September 1984
requesting a classification review by CIA of two paragraphs
entitled *"Contributions of Satellites to Mission Capabilities”
which you plan to include in an unclassified Technical
Memorandum on antisatellite weapons that OTA is preparing for
Congress.

The reviewing officials at CIA believe that the last
sentence in the first paragraph should be classified
SECRET/NOFORN (not releasable to foreign nationals).

If you have any questions about this determination, please
let me know.

Sincerely,

25X1
Liaison Division
Office of Legislative Liaison
Distribution:
Orig - Addressee
1 - OLL Record
1 - OLL Chrono
1 - D/OLL
OLL/LD/ (29 oct 84) o~

Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIA-RDP90B01370R000300390007-0



Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIA-RDP90BO1370R000300390007-0 O A

SUBJECT: (Optional)

'noﬁimo moucoub SHEET

OTA Request,

FROM:

Liaison

Office of,Legis]ativJ

EXTENSION

NO.

%% October 1984 oX1

TO: (Ofcer designation, room number, ond
building)

DATE

PORWARDED

COMMENTS (Number sach comment to show from whom
| 1 whom. Draw o tine across column after each comment.}

1.
~ ACIS —'
6F20

,0/17'»0?

In August and September 1984, OSWR,>5x 1
ACIS, and NIO/SP jointly provided

2 two briefings for OTA on its SDI

project.

3 A Would you look at OTA's request
NIO/SP ( D/ m- for a classification determination ;.
2E49 (3 | on the material on the astached 1

4 sheet and return to ‘me ASAP.

5.

OSWR/SWB /%:z, M Thank you,
1 F 81 e o L 1

6. »

@ -@ o~
" | CHEKED THIS
- Wit BA/pDSeT .
L?WZ—‘ IT 1) TEcHNICAL 25X1
9.

Uptepss FIED |

10.

12

13.

14.

KK

25X1

15.

rom 6] 0 “iER"

3

Approved For Releasei2008/1 1/06 : CIA-RDP90B01370R000300390007-0




25X1 |

Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIA-RDP90B01370R000300390007-0

0\0

<

Q"Q?

Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIA-RDP90B01370R000300390007-0




Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIVA-RDPQOBO’I370R0003QO399007-07 » Lz ’(
Ji

;rzcnumocv ASSESSMENT BOARD (onnrcss of tbt WUnited Htate

N H GIRRONS

DIRECTOR

MORRIS K UDALL ARIZ. CHAIRMAN OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT
TED STEVENS. ALASKA, VICE CHAIRMAN
ORRIN G MATCH, UTAN GEORGE € BROWN. Jn . CALIF WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 LEGISLATIVE LIAISON
CHARLES MCC. MATHIAS, Jn., MD JOHN D DINGELL. MICH "
EDWARD M KENNEDY, MASS LARRY WINN_Jn . KANS 2 / \
ENNEST F MOLLINGS. 8 C CLARENCE E MILLER, OHIO - ) c'/ (/
CLAIBORNE PELL. R! COOPER EVANS. IOWA

JOHN H GIBBONS

27 SEPTEMBER 1984

Central Intelligence Agency Headquarters
Office of Legislative Liason
Washington, DC 20505

Dear

1 am enclosing a fragment of text which I would like to include in the
unclassified Technical Memorandum on antisatellite weapons which OTA is
preparing for the Congress. The text deals with a sensitive topic, but says
nothing of substance about it beyond quoting two official sources, one
(Congressman Aspin's comment) from a published article and the other
(Secretary Perle's comment) from the unclassified transcript of an open
hearing which will be published in the near future. I believe that the text
should be unclassified, but would appreciate a classification review of it by
the CIA. T am enclosing a photocopy of the article containing Aspin's remarks
and a verbatim copy, typed by me, of the stenographic transcript of Secretary
Perle's testimony. I would appreciate receiving CIA's classification
determination as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

//u;/;._/'-/ﬁ- W I<PIN
Michael B. Callaham
Senior Analyst

International Security
& Commerce Program

Comm. (202)226-2007

FTS 426-0507
FSTS 1D# 01146
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3.2.1 Contributions of Satellites to Mission Capabilities (U)

(U) The U.S. government has stated that it employs photographic reconnaissance
satellites for collecting imagery required to monitor compliance with certain
arms coTtrol agreements. Congressman Les Aspin, describing this use, has
written : "U.S. surveillance satellites currently provide complete
photographic coverage of the U.S.S5.R. at frequent intervals. If suspicions are
aroused by the regular large-area survey photographs, "close—~look"” cameras can
be ordered to rephotograph the area in question, providing more detailed
information. The present generation of high-resolution cameras on U.S.
satellites are theoretically capable of making a clear photograph of an object
one foot across from an altitude of 100 miles.”

(U) Whether such satellites are used by the U.S. for collection of
intelligence of military value is rarely discussed in public by official
spokesmen. A rare official comment on this subject was provided recently by
the Honorable Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Policy, who, testifying on space defense matters in open session
before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed Services on 25 March
1984, said "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in
wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that
critical intelligence assets of the United States would be destroyed by Soviet
antisatellite systems.” This comment suggests that the U.S. does operate
satellites which gather intelligence of military value and which are within
range of present Soviet ASAT weapons; however, security restrictions prohibit
further discussion of the nature of this intelligence or its utility in
enhancing military capabilities.

1(U) In "The Verification of the SALT II Agreement,” Scientific American, pp.
38 - 45, February 1979.
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Excerpts from
Stenographic Transcript
of
Hearings before the Subcommittee on Strategic & Theater Nuclear Forces
of the
Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate

Testimony on Space Defense Matters in Review of the
FY1985 Defense Authorization Bill

Thursday, March 15, 1984
e Statement of

The Honorable Richard Perle,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Security Policy)

Mr. Perle: "...We believe that this Soviet antisatellite capability is
[ effective against critical U.S. satellites in relatively low orbit, that in

wartime we would have to face the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that

critical intelligence assets of the United States would be destroyed by Soviet ILLEGIB
antisatellite systems,

"eeeWe, the Department of Defense, are simply unable to identify a means by
which we would verify a ban on antisatellite weapons. And the more
comprehensive the ban, the more difficult verification becomes.

"...and when one gets to other technologies -- laser technologies, for example
== «..verifying research and development becomes all but impossible.

"...Let me say that this is not only the conclusion of this Administration,
that the previous Administration worked long and hard on the study of the
verifiability of an antisatellite ban, produced a lengthy report —— it must be
an inch thick -- looked at 20 or 21 or 22 different possible approaches to
ASAT arms control, and came to the conclusion that the ASAT problems were
insurmountable.

"I share that view, Senator..."
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The Verification
of the SALT II Agreement

The U.S. has at ies disposal ample “‘national technical means’’
of surveillance co detect any attempe by the U.S.S.R. to gain

a significanc military advantage by violating a new arms pact

keystone of any nternation-
I al arms-control agreement s the
ability of each side 10 make sure

fined in such a way as 10 include land-
based intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBM's). submarine-launched ballis-

&

by Les Aspin

tic missiles (SLBM's) and long-range
heavy bombers.

The US.S.R. could try 10 evade the
ceiling on the total number of strategic
launchers in three ways: by deploying
new types of strategic weapons. by de-
ploying more weapons of the existing
types or by converting nonstrategic. tac-
tical weapons into strategic ones (for ex-
ampie by increasing their range).

’I'Il first of these cheating methods—
deployus new types of suategic
weapons—is perhaps the least feasible
and most casily detectable way in which
the USS.R. could violate the SALT I}
total-launcher ceiling. The introduction
of a new strasegic weapon invoives at
least five stages: research, development.
testing. production and deployment. At
any one of these stages the present abili-
ty of the U.S. 10 detect clandestine activ-
ity oa the part of the US.SR. ranges
from fair t0 excellent. The key pont.
however. is that the Russians would
have 10 disguise all five stages. and the
odds against their successfully doing so
are extremely high.

Consider the ways in which the U S.
is currendy able to monitor just one
of these stages: the testing of surategic
launchers. U S. line-of-sight radars can
identify the distinctive “signature” of
reflected microwaves sssociated with
each major type of Russian missile. In
addition over-the-horizon radars can
penetrate deep into the interior of the
U.S.S.R. and recognize the characteris-
tic pattern each type of missile makes
when it disturbs the carth's ionosphere.
Early-warning satellites, originally de-
signed to detect a Russian ICBM attack.

can also serve 10 monitor missile tests:
the infrared sensors on these satellites
can identify the rocket-exhaust plume of
& missile as it is being test-fired. Finally.
the U.S. has a complex array of sensors.
including assorted photographic gear.
on ships and planes that routinely moni-
tor missile-test impect areas on the pe-
riphery of the U.S.S.R. and in the Pacil-
ic. The information gathered from these
sources can be used to distinguish new
types of missiles from old ones. .

in short. the “national technical
means” of surveillance availabie 1o this
country for observing Russian missile
tests are multiple. redundant and com-
plementary. They enabile the U S. to de-
tect all long-range missiles fired (rom
test sites in the USS.R. They are. in
fact. far more reliable than most human
intelligence gathering (that is. spying).
which may yield second-hand. dated in-
formation or even faise. planted infor-
mation.

To repeat. testing is only one of the
five steps that must be taken before a
new weapon is ready to be introduced to
the strategic arena. Other means of de-
tection could uncover a Russian attempt
to evade this particular treaty provision
cither before testing (during the re-
search and development stages) or after
testing (during the production and de-
ployment stages).

The second method potentially svail-
able to the U S.S.R. for cheating on the
overall strategic-launcher ceiling—de-
ploying ad¢:*'onal weapons of existing
types—is more difficult to monitor than
the first cheating method. but here the
detection capabilities of the U.S. are atil)
very good indeed. The national techai-
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systems and as-
sociated support equipment can also be
detected.

If the Russians were to attempt to hide
these activities. they would probably

Approved For Release 2008/11/06 : CIA-R

der camouflage or at night. U S. satel-
lives. however, are now equipped with
multispectral ssnsors that can penetrate
camoufiage and can also obeerve night-
tisme activity. Iafrared sensors are par-
ticularly good at detecting underground
missile silos and silos that have b“l::
camouflaged. As long as the ground

the immediats vicinity of the suspicious
object is at a different temperature from
that of the surrounding terrain (or has
different infrared-emission characteris-
tics) an underground or camouflaged
missile silo will stand out in the infrared

image.
Primarily because of the time it takes
for US. photoanalysts 10 process the
data contained in such satellite pictures,
small-scale violations might be hard to
identify. Any sizable effort 10 cheat (say
8 clandestine addition of 100 ICBM's),
however, would surely be detected.

Thmmﬁmum.oaw
overall strategic-launcher ceiling—
coaverting nonstrstegic weapons into
sIrasegic cocs—presents 4 mors chal-
kenging prod'em of verification. Two
notable exampies of Russian intermedi-
ate-range weapons that could be made
long-range (and therefors strategic)

Thare is little disagreement within the
US. intelligeace community that the
primary purpose of the Backfire is to
CHTY out missions in arc\s peripheral to
the USSR, (such as Europe and Chi-
os). Roughly half of the Backfires de-
ployed 50 far have been assigned 10 na-
val-aviation missions. and the rest are
part of the U.S SR.'s medium-bomber
force. There is also litile question. how-
ever, that the Backfire has some inter-

STRATEGIC- NUMBER OF | wmmsmEn oF
WE **ONg LAUNCHERS | WAAMEADS TOTAL NUMBER
LAL=HERS OEMLOVED PER LAUMCHMER | OF WARMEADS
S | vnUTEMAN 3 1COM $50 3 1.650
; POSEIDON C-3SLBM | 408 10 L] eseo
SUBTOTAL 1.048 . 6.610
TITAN 8 ICBM 54 ' [
g MINUTEMAN 1 ICBM 450 1 450
; POLARIS A-3 SLEM 100 13 MAVS) 160
= | 8820 SOMBER e J ] k11 ]
2 8-520.8-82M4 20 4 1,07¢( + 1.500 SRAM'S)
SUBSTOTAL 1.012 3.558
TOTAL 2,080 10.166
u&mmnmuummuuuﬁmnowum weap-
::»-s:-ummwms.rwac::m.r:x:
-awhm—nduhmuwm--mm
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continental capability, specifically for
Oone-way missions with recovery in o
third country. for round-trip atiacks
against the western U S. and. provided
the bombers are refueied in flight. for
even longer round-trip missions.

Although the SALT {J treaty will ex-
clude Backfires from the overall co...t
of strategic launchers, the treaty will be
accompanied by a variety of assurances
(some in the form of unilateral state-
ments) that will limit the strategic val-e
of the aircraft. These assurances could
include limits on the production and de-
ployment of the Backfire, restrictions on
the employment of the bomber in con-
junction with tanker sircraft capabie of
in-Qight refueling and limits on the
bomber's range and peylosd. Of these
assurances the easiest Lo verify would be
the limits on production and deploy-
ment (even assuming deception), simply
becauss of the size and complexity of
these activities. These constraints are as
applicable to the Backfire as they are to
the strategic Bear and Bison bombers
discusssd above

Verifying tanker restrictions would be
a litus harder. U = Air Force pilots tes-
tify 10 the difBculty of midair refueling.
It is extremely doubtful that the Rus-
sians would actually try to refuel Back-
budwingawvimomhavign-
tempied some practice runs. and prac-
tice runs can be monitored by s variety
of means. including listening ; x-
craft communications. If the Russians

to w chances and at-
tempt wartime refuelings without re
hearsals. however, there is no guaran-
teed means of verifying any such restric-
tions on tanker employment.

The most dificult of the SALT It
Backfire assurances to verify involve the
plane’s characteristics. specifically its
range and payload. Even with unhin-
dered surveillance there has already
been some dispute among U S. analysts
over the range of the Qackfire. Assum-
ing skillful and determuned cheating on
the part of the US.S.R.. both the range
and the payload of the Backfire could
probably be disguised.

The other intermediate-range weapon
that could be converted into a strategic
weapoa is the SS-20 IRBM. The $5-20 is
not covered by the SALT Il treaty. since
its present range (3.000 kilometers) is
less than the 3.500-kilometer lower limit
used to define iCBM's. The potential
problem stems from the (act that the $8-
20 comprises the first two stages of the
advanced three-stage SS-16 1ICBM:
moreover, the mobile launcher for the
S$8-20 is identical with that for ihe $8-
16. By surreptitiously stockpiling $§-16
third stages and payloads the Russians
could at some point in the (uturs be in &
position to upgrade SS-20's into $S-16's
on short notice. This course of action
could provide them with a significant
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equipped With multiple independently

~urgrtable reentry vehicles (MIRV's)

and on bombers equipped with strategic
aw-lkuached cruise missiles (ALCM's).
ActOriing (0 the treaty. the sum of these
twe types of systems will aot be allowed
w txceed 1.320. Furthermore. a0 more
diasi 1300 MIRVed missiles will be

[ Ty 10 increase their combined
MMV/ALCM wotal beyond the treaty
limnii; By constructing new ICBM silos
Siad SL 3 ' { submarines for the addition-
# MIRVed musiles: by substituting
MIRVed missiles for unMIRVed ones
. existing missile silos or submarines;
g deploying MIRVed payloads on un-

IPYed mumsiles in existing silos or
ssbmarines. and by placing strategic
ALCM's on additi mal bombers.

The Arst way the " $ $.R. might try o

LY

ha el e bl : s s e POV ”
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STRATEGIC- NUMBER OF NUMBEN OF TOTAL NUMBER
WEAPONS OF wARNEADS
LAUNCHERS OgM.OVED PER LAUNCHER
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510 ICOM 320 tOR e
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evade the MIRV/ALCM ceiling—con-
structing new silos and submarines for
MIRVed missiles—would clearly be un-
feasible. since (as was pointed out
sbove) any cheating on the total number
of such strasegic launchers can be de-
tected by the US. with a very high de-
gree of coat.dence.

The second way the Russians could
exceed the MIRV/ALCM ceiling
would be by substituting MIRVed mis-
siles for unMIRVed ones in existing
silos or submarines. The USSR. cur-
rer.tly has a number of silos and subma-
noes contaming unMIRVed missies
Deteciing their surreptitious replace-
ment with MIRVed missiles requires
that the L' S. know which Russian mis-
siles are MIRVed and which silos and
submarines contain which missiles.

In the SALT 1l negotiations both sides
have agreed that all missiles of a type
that has been tested in a MIRVed mode
or has been fired from a launcher with
8 MIRVed warhead would be counted
aga.nst the MIRYV ceiling. The U S. pro-
poeed this counting rule precisely be-
cause it (acilitates verification. U S. ana-
lysts already know from extensive ob-
servation which of today's Russian mis-
siles are "MIRV<capable.” and future
MIRV-capable ICBM's and SLBM's
can be detect~d at the test stage.

Although the U S. knows which Rus-
sian missiles are MIRVed. another
question remains: Is it possidble to tell

silos that contsin MIRV -capable mis-
siles are significantly different in ap-
pearance (rom thoee that contain un.
MIRVed missiles. Second. MIRVed
launchers require different command-
and-control systems. support equipment
and other facilities. all of which are ob-
servable with existing U.S. satellites.

The various types of missile-launch-
ing tubes on strategic submarines can
also be identified by U.S. surveillance
sateilites. Any attempt by the Russians
to install existing MIRVed SLBM's on
submarines with unMIRVed missues
would require the alteration of ihe
launching tubes. the replacement of fire-
control systems and other extensive
modifications. These would take time:
even a routine overhaul of a nuclear
submarine takes from 30 to 36 months.
Under the circumsiances the changes
would certainly be detectable.

Another method of evading the
MIRVed-missile limits would be to take
an unMIRVed missile and replace just
its warhead. If the Russians were to
deploy MIRVed payloads onto un-
MIRVed misiles in existing silos of
submarines. that would be very hard to
detect. Fortunately no such transferabie
payloads exist now. and the current gen-
eration of Russian missiles have design

41




15,82

L oaiemar o,

Approved For Release 2008/11/06 - GIA-RDPO0B01370R000300390007-0

HIHHIT
i
(UL gs g
il
hjiad
HH +
FHcL

ed as ALCMed bombers. Counting
which bombers have cruise missiles,
however & 0ot the same as verifying

which bombers arc strategic. Bombers
mught be fitted with cruise missiles that
hadmoﬂrmvhichwouldnuqud-
dy them as bombers armed with strate-
§ic cruise issiles. Bombers migit also

ranges (in this case more than 600
bilometers) and strategic paylosds.
Under normal conditions the U S. can
obuin adequate if rough estimates of
MMMMinm

Wlhcinngcanbcenimaudonthe
badis of the amount of fuel consumed.
As it happens. the U S. Joint Chiels of
do have good estimates of the
of existing Russian cruise mis-

U.S.S.R. does not yet have
&r- ace cruise missiles capable
Of strategic ranges. Moreover. the Rus-

3

sinns are mot Wu X to Iuvcb:uz
loag-range ALCM's for a num

yoars. and 50 it is unlikely that they
could exceed the numerical restrictions
W the SALT Il treaty beiure it expires in
1983,
As

for the payloads of cruiss missiles,
Mhnnyumwdhhuuh
8 auciear-armed cruiss missils from s
non-auclear ons by external obesrva.
tion. Once again. however, the R ussians
are not expected to have long-rangs
ALCM’s with cither nuclear or conven.
tional warheads for a number of years,
%0 that violations of this provision be-
fore the treaty expires are unliksly.
Asuming that the Russians do per-
fect strasegic ALCM's. the U S. would
still aot be ot a loss. If the Russians wers
© begin refitting existing aircrafl with
sew ALCM's. swspicions would be
arowsed and the U S. would bs awars of
the potential for cheating. Bven if a new
Russion bomber were equipped with
ALCM’s but the U S S.R. (alsely assert.
ed it was aot strategic and the U S, was
a0t able 10 contradict the assertion. it
s doubtful that more thas about 120
bombers would bs available before the
capirstion dete of the treaty.

as MLBM: any missile larger
M“b.alCBMcunndyinlhe
Rustinn nvestory (the $S-18. with a
throw weight of roughly 16.000 pounds)
will be prohibited. The debate over the
substitution of $S-19's for $S-11's after
lh’qnfqmelpmvidaunple
of the istication of US.
oy techniques. The dispute
oa the question of whether the
300 of $S-19's in $S-11 silos vi-
T

i

SALT 1 provisions covering
ution of “heavy” missiles for
ones. The consensus following
bate was that the substitution by
ussians did not violate the letter of
T | treaty but that it was incor-
with ooe of the unilateral state-
made at the time by the US. —

in point here. however, is what
uesion revealed. namely that ue
3. knew precisely how much larger
$S-19 was than the $S-11.

Th: SALT il wreaty will also prohibit
“rapid reload” systems. The purpose
of this provision is to protect against
the possibility that the U SSR. would
+ - ipile extra ICBM's and fit them into
existing launchers once a first salvo had
been fired. Loading a 50-t-.n missile into
a silo is considerably more complicared
than putting a cartridge into a rifle. The
elaborate equipment around existing si-
los necessary for such a system to work.
to say nothing of the storage sites or

T
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extrs missiles. would certainly be de-
tectable with existing sasellites. The
Rusians could scatter the equipment
and extrs missiles far from the silos and
zo:.blyuvd:buﬁonhdmuyu

as they idnolnamcmult‘n;
system; they would thea, howsver. not
have a2 rapid-reload capability, and so
dmvwldhnovioluhaolmhw~
ticular provision.

In addition to the treaty lasting until
1985 the SALT II agreement will
contain 8 protocol lasting until 1982,
and there will be verification issues in
the protocol 100. One part of the proto-
colvillbudndeploymenundmh.
of mobile ICBM launchers. The poten-
tial for violation of this section lies
the possible depioyment of the existing
$3-16 ICBM in 8 mobile mode: no other
mobile ICBM is expected belore the
protocol expires. There is 00 question of
the ability of the U S. 10 ascertain that
the Russians have deployed a mobile
land-based system. Nevertheless. under
certain deceptive basing schemes such
83 the multipie-aim point, or “shell
game.” opticns discussed recently
(which involve the construction of hua-
Muweamomnd-olulmonly
8 [raction of which contain missiles),
verifying the act'.al number of missiles
deployed wouid be very dificult.

The SALT Il protocol will also ban
the fight testing and deployment of
ground- and sea-launched cruise mis-
siles capable of ranges in excess of 600
kilometers. Since the ranges of cruise
missiles cannot be determined accurate-
ly in the event of conscious deception,
such a ban will not be verifiable.

The flight testing of U.S. cruise mis-
siles has oaly recently begun. however.
and these weapons are not scheduled
to be deployed in militarily sigr.:ficant
numbers until after the SALT (i proto-
col expires. Current Russian cruise mis-
siles are primitive technologically. The
USS. is far more advanced in the devel-
opment of compact warheads. compul-
er-guidance systems and small turbofan
engines. the technologies that are the
key to small but long-range cruise mis-
siles. The U S. Department of Delense
has stated that in cruise-missile tech-
nology the U.S. is 10 years ahead of
the Russians” and that U S. cruise mis-
siles now under development are “two
o three generutions” ahead of current
Russian weapons.

There ire nevertheless some existing
Russian sea-launched cruise missiles
that exceed the 600-kilometer limit by
as much as 250 kilometers. Because of
their primitive design. however. they re
very large. Since any attempt to begii,
new deployments is observable. and
since the Russians have no capability for
deploying new. long-range ground- and
sca-launched cruise missiles until after
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nn.thtmly:r.uhlm lont. and the possibility of successful Second. there are several areas n

for viclations by the USSR, svasion on the part of the USSR is which the verification capabilities of the

The SALT 0 protocol will include remoss. Thess contingencies include all  U.S. are at present quite weak. In all

certain limitations on the flight msting  the aress in which major violations by  thess cases. however. the possible cheat-

. and deployment of asw typos of ballistic the U.S.S.R. could upsst the preseat ing is not militarily aignificant. The

missile. ARhough a full sesesament of strasegic “balance of terror™: the de- problems of verification include detect

the associated verification problems de-  ployment of new strategic weapons, the  ing the small-scale deployment of ad-

pends on 8 detailed analysis of these lim-  addition of even small numbers of ditional ICBM's. monkoring the oper

. #ations. there is reasos for optimism. bo:h:n.d!l.lﬂl.mdtpbymu ational characteristics of the Backfire
. bomber. an
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So {ar onlylhe:.;olcatinl {or undetect-
ed vioistions has been coasidered here.
Aa equally important issue is whether

sccursie models. They can greatly in-
crease their inventories of multiple-war-
head missiles. They can direct a greater
efiort into areas not prohibited by SALT
1. such as antisubmarine warfare. that
could be perceived in the U S. as threst-
oning.

Second. :ven if the Russians became
dissatisficd vith the SALT Il agreement

afver signing and ratifying it. they still
would not necesearily cheat. Several al-
wraatives might seem at least as attract-
tve. if et more 30: seeking the renegoti-
atioa of certain provisions. seeking to
modify the terms of the SALT !l pect in
the SALT 11l negotiations. reneging on a
part of the treaty (or even withdrawing
froe the treaty altogether). partly modi-
{ying their programs to comply with the
treaty and o0 on.

Third. there is the question of what
benefts would accrus 1o the USSR,
from cheating. There could be no politi-
cal gain uniess the Russians made their
tranagressions public. No one is intimi-
dated by wecapons that are not known to
exist. Yet f the Russians did make pub-
lic the (act of their cheating. there would
be enormous political repercussions.
The US. Goverament. for exampile.
might find wselfl pursuing an unprec-
edented arms buildup in response to
the expressed demands of an aroused
Americaa public.

’I‘Mmlmnemin.lmlm-
sma viclations of SALT 1 would
arise caly if there were 3 significant mili-
tary advantage %0 be gained by cheating.
f{or example. if the Russians. after cheat-
ing for a few years. could then unveil 8
devastating superiority that would force
the smmeedinte surrender of the US.
That. however. is impossible. Under the

terms of the SALT [l agreement the U S.

will still have a formidable strategic
arsesal: almost 2.000 launchers and
roughly 10.000 independently tarpet-
able warheads. To upeet the strategic
“balamce of terror™ the Russians would
requare much larger aumbers of weap-
ons than they are now allowed. and it
would be #mpossible for them to ac-
quire enough additional weapons with-
out cheating on such a massive and per-
vasive scale that it would be detectable
ht helps to consider & number of plau-
sible “worst cases” in which the US S R.
could actually cheat on certain SALT (]
provisions and evade detection. The
Russians might. for example. add as
many as 100 ICBM launchers (o their
strategic arsenal clandestinely, but that
would amount (0 an increase of less than
S percent in their launcher force and
would yeeld no discernible advantage.
The Russians now have slmost 2.500
missiles and bombers. Under the terms
of the SALT Il pact this total would
drop to at most 2.250. a cut of about
250. Hence cheating would be more
than outweighed by the reduction in
{orces required by the treaty.

The Russians might also be able to
divert some Backfires to strategic mis-
sions in case of war. This substitution
would add marginally to their second-
strike {orces but would correspondingly
diminish their antiship capability and
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undercut their capability against ene-
mies on their borders. which wouild
hardly be a fair trade from their point
of view.

The Russians might already have an
untested $3-20 upgrade potential. Even
if this potential were realized. the result-
ing $S- 16 missiles would be the least ac-
curate and least powerful ICBM's of the
current generation. The diversion of $3-
20's to intercontinental sttack missions
would also substantially reduce the
threat 10 Western Europe and 10 China.

The Russians might convert some of
their naval sircraft into long-range
bombers. Again. this would marginal-
ly increase their strategic retaliatory
strength while substantially diminishing
the threat to the U.S. Navy.

The Russians might also develop an
untested. nonrapid-reload capability.
The benefit (rom having a launcher re-
loaded (at the optimum) 12 hours after a
Grst firing is questionabie: the silo could
be destroyed in the interim and by that
time the reloaded missile is likely to
be no more than a potential “rubbie-
bouncer” anyway.

n other words. even if the Russians
were 10 cheat in every way that migin

" evade detection, they would add little to

their strategic power. and they might ac-
tually reduce their military strength in
other areas.

To sum up. the ability of the U S. 10
verify Russian compliance with the
SALT 1l accord is clearly essential to a
successful outcome of the agreement.
On close consideration. however. it be-
comes evident that the much-touted
problems of verification are more imag-
ined than real. The multiple and dup-
licative methods of detection at the
disposal of the U S. are sufficient to re-
veal any cheating on a scale adequate to
threaten this country militarily. Certain
small violations of the treaty could be
achieved by the Russians without detec-
tion. but a handful of additional missiles
or bombers would add too little to their
arsenal to be militardy significant. in
the political reaim the Russians would
stand to lose more than they would gain
by violating the single most important
treaty they would have with a foreign
power.

Il is in the {uture that verification prob-

lems might become critical. Techno-
logical advances. particularly thoee in-
volving cruise missiles and transferable
MIRY payloads. will stretch the moai-
toring capabilities of both sides once the
SALT Il protocol and treaty expire.
Dealing with these systems under a
SALT il agreement may well requirs &
substantial lowering of the present stan-
dards of confidence for detecting viola-
tions. At that point a renewed examina-
tion of the entire verification issus will
be in order.




